Chesapeake Bay Program Partnership’s
Basinwide BMP Verification

Framework:

Building Confidence in Delivering on Pollution
Reductions to Local Waters




Delaware Credentials

* Daughter is a Blue Hen—Class of 2012

* Being an out-of-state parent, made a
Significant four-year investment in DE’s
economy

* 30+ years of purchasing DE fishing licenses

* Decades of putting up with John Schneider
(starting with his days in Florida!)



What is
BMP
Verification?




“Verification: the process through
which agency partners ensure
practices, treatments, and
technologies resulting in reductions of
nitrogen, phosphorus, and sediment
pollutant loads are implemented and
operating correctly.”



“...implemented
and operating
correctly.”



Why
Verify BMPs?




Chesapeake Bay TMDL: Pollution Diet for All
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* BMP Type and

location

(NEIEN/State

supplied)

e |a

* Remote Sensing,
NASS Crop land
Data layer

* Crop acres

* Yield

* Animal Numbers
(Ag Census or state
supplied)

¢ Land applied

biolsolids

* Septic system (#s)

{ Inputs

BMP types and efficiencies
¢ Land use change (BMPs, others)

* RUSLE2 Data: % Leaf area and
residue cover

* Plant and Harvest dates

* Best potential yield

* Animal factors (weight, phytase
feed, manure amount and
composition)

* Crop application rates and timing

e Plant nutrient uptake

* Time in pasture

* Storage loss

« Volatilization

« Animal manure to crops

* N fixation

\}\- Septic delivery factors

o

BMPs, # and
location
Land use

% Bare soil,
availableto
erode
Nutrient uptake
Manure and
chemical
fertilizer
(Ib/segment)
N fixation
(Ib/segment)
Septic loads
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Broiler data from U.S. Department of Agriculture (2012). Estimates prior
to 1950 are for total chickens or broilers raised. Fertilizer inputs are from
the Mid-Atiantic Water Program (2012). Groundwater recharge dates for

1988 and 2001 groundwater samples are from Debrewer and others (2008)
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http://www.vims.edu/bio/sav/sav04/quads/ss009d.html

National Academy of Sciences

“The committee was unable to
determine the reliability and
accuracy of the BMP data
reported by the Bay jurisdictions.”



National Academy of Sciences

“The committee was unable to
determine the reliability and
accuracy of the BMP data
reported by the Bay jurisdictions.”



How?

BMP no longer
present/functional
removed from database

o \
BMP verified/ /

upgraded with
new technology

BMP
installed,
verified, and
reported by
Jurisdiction

BMP gains
efficiency

BMP Verification
Life Cycle

— Data quality
assurance/

validation
BMP lifespan —

ends — re-verify

BMP nears end

of life span BMP fully
functionj\/

/

BMP performance
metrics collected






When?

September
2014

Framework Adoption by the Partnership

¥

October 2014-
July 1, 2015

Jurisdictions/Federal Agencies Development
of Their BMP Verification Programs

July -
October
2015

&

External Panel Review of the Jurisdictions/
Federal Agencies’ BMP Verification Programs

)’

N;:;gtrr' EPA Review and Approval of the
2015 Jurisdictions’ BMP Verification Programs
Jurisdictions Ramp-up Their
2016-2017 . :
Verification Program Implementation

b

Full Implementation of the Jurisdictions’

2018 e
Verification Programs




12 Framework Elements

Verification principles
Review Panel

Sector verification
guidance

Practice life spans
Full access to federal

cost-shared practice
data

Enhanced reporting of
federally cost shared
practices

Accounting for non-
cost shared practices
Preventing double
counting

Clean-up of historic
BMP databases
Documentation of
jurisdictional BMP
verification programs
Evaluation and
Oversight
Communications and
outreach



Verification Principles

* Practice reporting

* Scientific rigor

* Public confidence

* Adaptive management

* Sector equity



Agriculture
Verification
Guidance

* Defining and categorizing agricultural BMPs
* Defining implementation mechanisms
e Agricultural BMP verification methods

* Follow-up assessment guidelines



Forestry
Verification
Guidance

* Agricultural riparian forest buffers
* Agricultural tree planting

* Expanded tree planting

* Urban riparian forest buffers

* Forest harvesting BMPs

19



Stormwater
Verification
Guidance

* Regulated BMPs
* Semi-regulated BMPs
* Non-regulatory BMPs

* Legacy BMPs



Wastewater
Verification
Guidance

e \Wastewater treatment facilities
e Combined sewer overflows

* Septic systems/septic system removals (connecting to

wastewater treatment plants)

* Advanced on-site treatment systems

21



Wetlands
Verification
Guidance

Wetland restoration, creation and enhancement
Floodplain reconnection

Project design and siting, pre- and post construction
Inspection, maintenance, monitoring framework

Field assessment checklist

22



Streams
Verification
Guidance

Individual stream restoration project verification
Maintenance, monitoring tied to performance
Inspection, maintenance, monitoring framework
Initial verification of installation

Recommended cycle of field verification

23



Transparency and Data Access

» Aggregated data considered transparent upon
validation

* Treat cost-shared data and non-cost shared
agricultural conservation practice data the
same in terms of applying privacy restrictions

* Public access to all credited practice data



Practice Life Spans

BMP no longer
present/functional
removed from database

o \
BMP verified/ /

upgraded with
new technology

BMP
installed,
verified, and
reported by
Jurisdiction

BMP gains
efficiency

BMP Verification
Life Cycle

«— Data quality
assurance/

validation
BMP lifespan —

ends — re-verify

BMP nears end

of life span BMP fully
functionj\/

/

BMP performance
metrics collected



Federal Cost Shared Practices

e Data sharing agreements in place for all 6 states
and all agencies involved in reporting

* Credit conservation technical assistance

* Hold USDA agencies accountable to
commitment to enhance data reporting

 Common protocols and schedule for annual
accessing of federal cost- shared data



Accounting for Non-Cost Shared
Practices

* Focused on practices implemented without
cost share and not covered by a regulatory
program

* Crediting practices that meet CBP or NRCS
definitions and standards and CBP approved
‘Resource Improvement Practices’
implemented w/o public cost-share funds



Prioritize Verification Towards
Priority Practices

ForestBuffers
2.2%

PrecRotGrazing
LandRetire 2.2% A\
2.3%

GrassBuffers

23% O

GrassBuffersTrp
3.2%

NutMan
6.0%

AWMS
18.8%

ConPlan
8.3%
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Prioritize Verification Towards
Priority Practices

ForestBuffers
2.2%

PrecRotGrazing
22% )

LandRetire
2.3%

GrassBuffers
23% O

GrassBuffersTrp
3.2%

NutMan
6.0%

AWMS
18.8%

ConPlan
8.3%

29



Jurisdictions’ Verification Programs

Chesapeake Bay Program Best Management Practice Verification Program Design Matrix

A. Program
ErmEEo B. Program Elements C. Program Element Options
L What_was the driver for BME Regulation, Cost-share, Non-cost-share
Installation?
2. How many BMPs will be
inspected? All, percentage, subsample, those targeted
3. How is the frequency and location _
of inspectic
4. How ofte
BMPs inspe % P % %
d Jurisdictional BMP Verification Program
i. BMP Development Decision Steps for Implementation
- . 5. Whatis t
Verification
5. Who will Below are the 14 steps for each Chesapeake Bay watershed jurisdiction to consider when
ir;spemmn [ developing their jurisdiction’s BMP wverification program. Under each step are questions for
certified/tre ‘©onsideration which will prompt decisions that may be needed to develop jurisdiction’s

verification protocols.

1) Determine what BVMIP's to collect:
a) Do you want to collect all BMPs that were listed to in your jurisdiction’s Phase II WIP?
Additional/or some of]
b} Do the listed BMPs i
Program (CBP) defin

¢) Do you want to repor State Protocol Components Checklist
meet WRCS standard: State:
sediment pollutant lo: .
d) When col?ecting the = Sector: -
¢) For reported BMPs, a BMP Verification Present N/A Comments
determination (examy 1 BMP's Collected
date, fertilization if ar Type (Structural, Management, Functional

Equivalent, Etc)

BMP Funding/Cost shared (Federal, State, NGO, Non-
cost shared)

Distinct State Standards/Specfications

Matching CBP Definition/Efficiencies

2 Method/ System of Verification/Assessment

Description of Methods/Systems To Be Used

Documentation of procedures used to Verify BMP's

Instruction Manual for system users




Jurisdictions’ Verification Programs

Table 8. Jurisdictional Verification Protocol Design Table

A. WIP
Priority

B. Data
Grouping

C. BMP
Type

D. Initial Inspection
(Is the BMP there?)

E. Follow-up Check

(Is the BMP still there?)

Method

Frequency

Who inspects

Documentation

Follow-up
Inspection

Statistical
Sub-sample

Response if
Problem

F. Lifespan/
Sunset
(Is the BMP no
longer there?)

G. Data QA,
Recording &
Reporting




Verification Implementation

lllustration of Diversity of Verification Approaches Tailored to Reflect Practices

Sector Inspected | Frequency | Timing Method Inspector Data Recorded Scale
All Statistics | <1 year Monitoring Independent Water quality data Site
Percentage | Targeting 1-3 yrs Visual Regulator Meets Specs Subwatershed
Stormwater . . S
Subsample Law 3-5yrs Aerial Non-Regulator Visual functioning County
Targeted Funding >5 yrs Phone Survey Self Location State
All Statistics | <1 year Monitoring Independent Water quality data Site
Percentage | Targeting 1-3 yrs Visual Regulator Meets Specs Subwatershed
Agriculture . . -
Subsample Law 3-5yrs Aerial Non-Regulator Visual functioning County
Targeted Funding >5 yrs Phone Survey Self Location State
All Statistics | <1 year Monitoring Independent Water quality data Site
Percentage | Targeting 1-3 yrs Visual Regulator Meets Specs Subwatershed
Forestr
y Subsample Law 3-5yrs Aerial Non-Regulator | Visual functioning County
Targeted Funding >5 yrs Phone Survey Self Location State




Evaluation and Oversight

Amend Partnership BMP protocol to address
verification

Amend CBP Grant Guidance
Annual reviews of progress data submissions

Annual EPA reviews of changes to
jurisdictions’ quality assurance plans

Periodic EPA audits of jurisdictions” BMP
verification programs



Communications and Outreach

Goals:
* Build understanding of and support for BMP Verification

* Ensure consistent public messaging

* Manage expectations

Mechanisms

* Online news features

* Press releases

* Editorials

* Social media releases and messaging

* Photo essays and video products

* Web-based resources

e Supporting print materials

* Webinars, training sessions, and workshops




State and Local Partners’ Roles

 Work towards accounting for all implemented
practices which are reducing nutrient,
sediment pollution

* Help message on importance of verification
to restoring local stream health, habitats, and
recreational areas and protecting sources of
drinking water

 Make the investment and follow-through on
demanding a return on your investment



Information Sources

http://www.chesapeakebay.net/groups/group/best management practices bmp

verification committee

* CBP Partnership’ BMP Verification Committee

* CBP Partnership’s BMP Review Panel
* Approved BMP verification principles

* Link to Dec 2013 USGS Agricultural Conservation
Practices report

http://www.chesapeakebay.net/about/programs/bmpverification

* Final Chesapeake Bay Basinwide BMP verification
framework report & appendices

e Source sector BMP verification guidance


http://www.chesapeakebay.net/groups/group/best_management_practices_bmp_verification_committee
http://www.chesapeakebay.net/groups/group/best_management_practices_bmp_verification_committee
http://www.chesapeakebay.net/groups/group/best_management_practices_bmp_verification_committee
http://www.chesapeakebay.net/about/programs/bmpverification
http://www.chesapeakebay.net/about/programs/bmpverification

Strengthening Verification of Best Management Practices
Implemented in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed:
A Basinwide Framework

Report and Documentation from the Chesapeake Bay Program Water Quality Goal

Implementation Team’s BMP Verification Committee
October 2014

Chesapeake Bay Program
Science. Restoration. Partnership.



Available Resources
DE Chesapeake Bay Grants: CBIG, CBRAP

DE WIP Assistance Funds: Tetra Tech contractual
support

Virginia Tech Cooperative Agreement: access to
statistical survey design experts

Source Sector Workgroup Coordinators: Ag,
Stormwater, Wastewater, Forestry, Wetlands, and
Streams

Source Sector webinars: being scheduled for this
spring and summer

Your State and DC Partners!



Rich Batiuk

Chair
Chesapeake Bay Program Partnership’s
BMP Verification Committee

Associate Director for Science, Analysis and Implementation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Chesapeake Bay Program Office
410 Severn Avenue, Suite 307
Annapolis, Maryland 21403

410-267-5731 Work
443-223-7823 Mobile
410-268-5226 Home

batiuk.richard@epa.gov



Questions




